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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )[X] Responsive to communication(s) filed on 6/14/04 . 
2a)[x] This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) Q Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) [X] Claim(s) 1-28 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 14-20,26 and 28 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) K! Claim(s) 1-6,8-10,12,21-23,25 and 27 is/are rejected. 

7) [X] Claim(s) 7,11,13 and 24 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) [3 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)Q accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). 
11 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)\J Some * c)D None of: 

1. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3-D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1) D Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) D Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5 > I— I Notice of informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

On page 1 , line 1 1 , "in" should replace "as". This is a critical difference since a 

"cache" is very different from a "cache server". As one of ordinary skill in the art would 

recognize, a cache is merely a memory. For example, in a solid state implementation, a 

cache is an array comprising rows and columns of memory cells. 

A cache server, on the other hand, is a server which has a resident cache 

memory or which has quick access to a cache memory. The purpose of a cache server 

is to provide the I/O circuitry necessary to support and hopefully speed up data transfers 

across a network. 

Furthermore, throughout the specification applicant has used the term "cache" to 
refer to both an art-accepted "cache" and a "cache server" interchangeably. Note, e.g., 
page 3, lines 2-3, which state, "The central cache may coordinate updates to the local 
caches", whereas one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that it is impossible for 
an array of memory cells to coordinate such transactions on a network. 

Appropriate correction is required throughout the specification. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The previous rejections of claims 7, 1 1 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, is withdrawn due to applicant's remarks filed on June 14, 2004. As for claim 
7, the meaning and scope of the term "cost" is limited to only those embodiments within 
the scope of the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1-6, 8-10, 12, 21-23, 25 and 27 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
clearly anticipated by Gannon et al., U.S. 5,265,232. 

Upon careful inspection, it appears that the claims are so broad that they would 
have been taught by any prior art multiprocessor system having local L1 caches and a 
shared L2 cache wherein some means of coherency (e.g., snooping, broadcasting, 
cross-interrogating, etc.) is achieved using a directory. A multitude of such systems 
were known at the time of the invention. The examiner cannot see any difference 
between these systems and the claimed invention. 
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Gannon et al. Is cited as an example of just such a system. Gannon et al. teach 
storing objects in a central cache (L2 cache), replicating a data object in at least one 
connected local cache (L1 cache), maintaining in accordance with the central cache a 
directory describing the content of the local caches (X/ directory), in response to a 
change to cached data, coordinating a corresponding update in the local cache (i.e., 
"coherence" explained throughout Gannon et al.). 

As for requesting an object from the central cache or a remote server, i.e., a 
lower level of memory hierarchy when the object has not been found at a higher level, 
this was how all hierarchical memory systems worked, including the Gannon et al. 
system (note column 4, lines 43-47). 

As for the use of a cache replacement policy, note the use of an LRU scheme, 
wherein the "recently used" status is a measurable (i.e., "metric") quantity relative to all 
other cached objects and is correlated with a frequency (of access). 

Response to Amendment 

5. With regard to the remarks filed with the amendment of June 14, 2004, these 
have been carefully considered but are not deemed convincing for at least the following 
reasons. 

Applicant's remarks hinge on the assertion that "the central cache, itself, 
intelligently coordinates the updating of local caches" (note page 9 of the remarks filed 
with the amendment of June 14, 2004). However, such an interpretation is based on a 
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narrow interpretation of the claim language, e.g., applicant appears to interpret the 

following language of claim 1 : 

"in response to a change to cached data, the central cache updating at least a 
portion of content stored thereon and coordinating an update of at least a portion of 
content replicated on the at least one local cache" 

to mean: 

"in response to a change to cached data, the central cache updating at least a 
portion of content stored thereon and the central cache further coordinating an update 
of at least a portion of content replicated on the at least one local cache" 

however, there is nothing in the structure of the sentence that requires the 
phrase "coordinating an update" to modify the noun "central cache". In other words, 
there is nothing in the claim that specifies what element of the system is performing the 
"coordinating", in contrast to applicant's interpretation. 

Even if applicant were to modify the claim to include the language "the central 
cache further", or something similar, to correspond in scope with applicant's remarks 
and to overcome the present rejection, the question of enablement would arise for at 
least the reasons noted in section 1 of this Office action. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

6. Claims 7, 1 1 , 13 and 24 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims and if the formal matters 
regarding the specification were overcome. 
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Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James Peikari whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
3824. The examiner is generally available between 8:00 am and 9:30 pm, EST, 
Monday through Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew Kim, can be reached at (703) 305-3821. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is 
(703) 305-3900. 
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Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 
or faxed to: 

(703) 746-7239 (Official communications) 

or: 

(703) 746-7240 (for Informal or Draft communications) 

or: 

(703) 746-7238 (for After-Final communications) 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park II, 2121 Crystal Drive, 
Arlington. VA., Sixth Floor (Receptionist). 

' 5k 

B. James Peikari 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2186 

8/23/04 



